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(b) Tables 2, 4 [not printed in the
Recorn]: The evidence does not indicate
whether the mediated effect is cell death,
cell metabolic injury, cell competitive inhi-
bition, or simply cell starvation, It merely
demonstrates an overall sucrose effect. It
may be nothing more than either the lack of
the proper level of a metabolite or nutrilite,
or the generation of a competitive anti-
metabolite. The model the authors chose is
unfortunately one that is notably sensitive
to minimal nutritional or hormonal im-
balances, A mere interplay among the nu-
trients in the medium may cause identical
results, These cells are not inherently ever-
dividing or ever-growing cells, They are
cells that in situ will differentiate and soon
become resting or functional cells. Hence,
s physiological shift that is artificially in-
duced would render such cells particularly
exacting metabolically and particularly sen-
sitive to minimal hormonal or nutritional
changes. The stimulant effect at lower radi-
ation level suggests the generation of a use-
ful intermediate (nutritite or hormone like)
at that level. It also supports the concept
that the whole phenomenon may be attrib-
uted to the upsetting of a delicate hor-
monal or nutritional balance. The sub-
strate-mediated effect was inhibitory only
toward cell division, whereas the cells con-
tinued to enlarge, namely to exercise a vast
biosynthetic cell machinery, a further sup-
port to the concept of a peculiarly delicate
nutritional or hormonal balance.

(c) Tables 3, 5 [not printed in the
RECORD]: The negative response of the 7-
and 10-day cultures is further evidence sup-
porting the nutritional concept. It does also
emphasize the differential cytological and/or
metabolic tralts among even the same cells
of the same progeny, only a few days older.
It is another reason to exercise caution in
extrapolating this difference toward the ulti-
mate complexity of a mammalian system.

(d) Table 6 [not printed in the REcorp]:
Provides further support that the irradiated
sucrose-mediated effect may be mere inhibi-
tion of cell division, Lines 2 and 4 project
two apparently similar cells (see cells/ugm
end ugm/cell), only the former being in-
capable of division. The authors have not
noted or explained why the inhibited cell
in this case has not enlarged in contrast
with effects mediated by irradiated total
basal medium or coconut milk (tables 2, 4),
There 1s no evidence to show that the authors
attempted to determine the mode of the
sucrose-mediated effect. How would fresh
inocula preexposed to irradiated sucrose or
explants from line 2 behave, if washed and
resuspended in the normal basal medium?

This simple addition would show whether.

the cells were permanently intoxicated or
stmply inhibited or deprived. The authors
could have also sought this fact in a stmple
conventional competitive inhibition experi-
ment.

(e) Table 7 [not printed in the RECorp]:
It is not clear whether the authors have ac«
counted for the effect of pH and Eh thaf
are admittedly drastically changed by irrad-
iation and/or heating. Neither is it clear
whether the authors accounted for the ef-
fect of autoclaving sucrose alone versus
autoclaved in basal medium.

(f) It is not evident whether the authors
have attempted a very simple and a very di-
rect microscopic examination of the carrot
cells in thelr model system to hunt for so-
called cytological abnormallities or chromo-
somal aberrations. The carrot system pro-
vides all cellular stages in free living or intact
cells.

(g) In the Tradescantia microspore ex-
periment the reported evidence for & specific
effect is not apparent, The chromosomal
abnormalities could have been equally in-
duced by multitudes of other simple en-
vironmental factors, again related only to
the specific cytochemical makeup of such
cells, A simple case of lonie imbalance or
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hypo- or hyper-tonicity may very well induce
such changes, However, the important
question still remains unanswered: Is it all
damage, inhibition, or deprivation?

(h) As to table 9, this is truly not com-
patible with careful sclentific work. The
authors state that the data are derived from
an undergraduate class in cytological tech-
niques.

(i) The data in table 10 demonstrate that
irradiated sucrose had no significant effect
on sex-linked lethal mutation rate, as ad-
mitted by the authors.

The authors have not done a thorough
job in searching the literature insofar as
it might yield clues as to the active com-
ponent formed by radiation. Reference Is
made to work published by Goldblith, Sci-
ence, volume 109, page 519, 1949; “Advances
in Food Research,” volume 8, pages 180-196,
published by Academic Press, 1951; Pigman
and Goepp, 1948, in “Chemistry of the Car-
bohydrates,” pages 69-70, published by Aca-
demic Press of New York; Singh, et al,
Journal of American Chemical Soclety, vol-
ume 70, pages 517-522, 1948; Wolfrom,
Binkley, and McCabe, Journal American
Chemical Society, volume 81, page 1442, 1959;
M., A. Khenokh, Zhurnal Obschchel Khimdi,
volume 11, 776 (1941); volume 17, 1024
(1947); volume 20, 1560 (1950); M. A,
Khenokh, Doklady Akad. Nauk S.SS.R.,
volume 104, No. 5 746 (1955); Trudy, 1st All-
Union Conference on Radiation Chemistry,
1958 (p. 188); M. A. Khenokh, “Dissertatsiya”
(Ph. D. thesis), Lenlngrad, 1959 (p. 44).

These references are being used as a basis
of chapter 6, titled “Effect of Ionizing Radia-
tion on Carbohydrates,” published in the
Russlan book, “Radiation Biochemistry”
pages 89-97, by A. M. Kuzin, Academy of
Sclences of the U.S.S.R. Institute of Bio-
physics, Moscow 1962,

Based on the authors' ultraviolet ahsorp-
tion curves showlng that the active com-
ponent or components absorb strongly from
260 0 290 mu,, the literature articles suggest
that the active component from irradiated
sugar may be §-hydroxymethylfurfuraldhyde,
levulinic acid, or dihydroxiacetone. The ab-
sorption spectra found by Khenokh are
identical with those reported in nature oy
Holsten ef al.

Among the products of sucrose breakdown
by rediation reported in the literature are
the following: fructose, glucose, glucosore,
D-glucurone, D-gluconic acid, D-arabinose,
dihydroxyacetone, glyoxal, and formaldehycle,

Berry et al have attributed the in vitro
cytotoxic effect of carbohydrate solutions
irradiated to sterilizing doses to the produc~
tion of glyoxal. The same authors implicate
the in vitro cytotoxic effect of autoclaved
sugar to one of the short-lived precursors
of hydroxymethylfurfural. They caution
against the wanton exfrapolation of these
findings to the intact animal.

The article by Holsten et al conslsts of six
pages each contalning two columns of very
fine print. In the entire article only thrae
sentences (lines 4-9 and lines 24-30 on the
right hand column of page 855) refer to
radiation sterilization of foods. The specula-
tions embodied in these three sentences are
totally unconnected with the experimental
portlon of the paper; they ignore all pub-
lished work on wholesomeness of irradiated
foods, The very work which the authors
state must be done before there is widespread
use of radiation sterilized foods with high-
sugar content has been completed. The
results of this work using mammals as test
organisms show that there was a complete
absence of occurrences postulated by the
authors, There 1s massive literature based
upon direct feeding studles in higher
animals indleating safety In consuming ir-
radiated foods. The article by Holsten et al
would have little or no sclentific bearing on
this lssue whatsoever save for the publicisy
it has recetved in the press.
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Holsten Sugil, and Stewart in their paper,
“Direct and Indirect Effects of Radiation on
Plant Cells” (Nature 208; 850-856, 1965),
have concluded that irradiated sucrose is
detrimental to the growth and development
of carrot-tissue explants,

They suggest, therefore, that Irradiated
foods, particularly those which contain
sugars, may be unwholesome for human con-
sumption. This suggestion is not supported
by the published data which have resulted
from exhaustive animal feeding studies with
foods which were irradiated to 5.6 Mrads with
Co® or 10 Mev. electrons. Twenty-one
such treated foods were fed for 2 years or four
generations to rats, dogs, monkeys, and mice.
Of these 21 foods, 3 were very high in sugar
content: canned peaches in heavy sucrose
sirup, pineapple jam and sweetpotatoes.

It is know that irradiation either directly
or indirectly through free radical production
can alter or bind essential nutrients. The
authors -of the paper in question made no
attempt to determine the nutritional ade-
quacy of their irradiated diet. This irradia-
tion effect can be important if essential
nutrients -were present in suboptimal
amounts, ‘

While irradiation degradation products may
be absorbed by a simple cell, extensive
studies in mammatian species did not provide
data to support that gastrointestinal adsorp-
tion or internal accumulation of thess prod-
ucts occurred. Furthermore, the higher
animals have a remarkable capability to
detoxify and destroy foreign or unwanted
chemical comipounds.

Radiomimetic effects such as those de-
scribed by the authors have been reported in
root tips from wheat and other plants. Ad-
verse effects such as chromosomal aberrations
and mutations have been produced by ir-
radiated water, electrolysis, irradiated and
nonirradiated cooking oils, as well as by a
nonirradiated standard plant growth
medium,

The reported radiomimetic effect of water
on root tips Is important from the stand-
point of relating radiomimetic effects in
plant cells to animal cells, Since all of the
irradiated foods contained large amounts
of water, unwholesome effects should have
been readily observed in the irradiated food
feeding studies.

Irradiation Inactivated Hela cells have
been successfully used as feeders for the
subsequent growth and reproduction of
single-cell plants of Hela cells in a nutri-
tionally deficient medium. Toxic products, if
formed in the irradiated feeder cells, ars
not transmitted to the new cell plants.

Summaty: The authors of this article have
concluded that their work has obvious impli-
cations for the radiation sterilization of
foods program, especially in those cases in
which the irradiated material s relatively
rich in sugar. However, published data
which have resulted from exhaustive long-
term animal feeding studies conducted with
21 different foods, including -3 substances
with a very high sugar content, have revealed
no deleterious effects,

NiceoLas Raica, Jr., Ph. D,

Chief, Irradiated Food Branch, Chem-
istry Division, U.S. Army Medical
Research and Nutrition Labora-
tory.
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WHY THE POUND IS WEAK

(Mr. SCHNEEBELI (at the request of
Mrs. Rem of Tilinols) was granted per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, the
Times of London recently published its
analysis of the many reasons why Britain
is becoming increasingly involved In
fiscal difficulties. This self-analysls is
penetrating and certainly has created
a sharp impact on public opinion. It
scems that we, too, can learn from some
of the plain spoken language and critical
ooservations of Britain's excesses.

| From the London Times, Mar. 10, 1966]

WHY THE PoUnD Is WEAK

e economists and financial technicians
have ther own learned and to themsclves
no doubt lucid reasons why the pound is
weik In the markets of the world. For the
ordinary reader they can be stated much
more simply.

The pound Is weak—

Because Britaln is llving beyond her means.

Because nelther the Labor government nor
the Bank of England nor the British people
overcame the crisis a year ago; the forelgn
lenders did so.

3ecause Britain is still so heavily In debt
abroad.

Because Ciovernment spending abroad goes
n rising.

dJecause no Government has the courage
to face the British people with the truth.

Because the world sees Mr. George Brown's
urion—the largest in the country—defying
the system on which the Government's eco-
nomic policy rests.

Because the “trial” by workers in Oxford-
<hire of some of their fellows who refused
fo join them in an unofficlal slrike is re-
carded as symptomatlc.

Because full employment has led unlons
1o overuse their powers and employers to
underuse thelr labor.

Because British Industry has contlnuously
lost its share of world markets.

Because whencver the mildest deflation
hegins to work, 1t 18 discontinued before
it can even half finish Ite job.
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Because extra lelsure 18 put before extra
effort by too many people in all classes.

Because too many working hours are
turned Into gambling hours.

Because money s regarded by too many
people of all classes as something to be got
or won rather than earned.

Because under present conditions the
trade unions are responsible to no one, and
no government has been prepared to bring
them under reasonable control.

Because the world knows that the trade
unions know this.

Because the Labor government s showing
it has learned nothing; it has committed it-
self, if returned, to procced with the lrrele-
vance of nationalizing steel.

Because if a conservative government is re-
turned after a so short a spell of opposition,
tiie workers are likely to resume their class
warfare.

Because Britaln, never having been de-
feated, still refuses to see she is up agalnst
it.

Because the world fears that devaluation

7l ultimately be chosen as an alterntalve
to deflation, and the world knows this will
not solve Britain's long-term problem.

Because while France, Germany, and Italy
have had thelr “economlc miracles,” Britain
has as yet not shown the willingness or the
capacity to make the effort to achieve her
own "miracle.”

Because in all to many cases Britain loves
the old instead of the new, secks reasons not
to do things rather than to do them.

Because too many managements have been
supine or unimaginative.

Because the change from privilege to tal-
ent has been too slow in all too many board
rooms.

Because there 1s on both sides of industry
stll too much hankering after restriction
and too little engerness for competition.

Because In the last analysis economics 18
a matter of human nature and not of for-
m.ulas; no country can be saved if its people
will not save themselves.

Because for 20 years leadership has been
lzcking; soft words have been substituted for
hard facts; exhortation has never been fol-
lowed by deeds; rights have come before re-
sponsibilities; the national philosophy has
been all take and no give.

Because the world knows that, however
s.ow the descent, the abyss I8 still at the end
of the road.

The pound could be strong If the British
people had the ears to hear, the eyes to see,
and the wil to recover thelr native sense
and energy. They have done it time and
again in wars; why can they not do it just
once in peace? This 18 what the general
clection should be about.

SHOE PRICE HIKES PROVE FOLLY
OF HIDE EXPORT RESTRICTIONS

(Mr. LANGEN (at the request of Mrs.
Rem of Illinois) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point In
the Recorp and to include extranecous
matter.)

Mr. LANGEN, Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration’s shabby treatment of the
U.S. cattle hide industry, performed in
the name of forestalling & rise In the
prices of leather shoes, has now been
stripped of its credibility. I refer you to

& story published in yesterday's Wall

Street Journal that the Natlon's shoe
manufacturers are ralsing prices an av-
erage of 5 percent on their fall lines of
shoes for men and women.

I was particularly interested in the
statement by an official of one big shoe
company who sald that the hide market
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can go down to even lower levels and
the price of shoes would still go up. In
fact, he said that “regardless of the cost
of kides, the price of stoes must go up
to maintain already low industry profit
margins,”

It is now obvious that the shoe in-
dustry planned to raise prices anyway,
which casts a grave shadow over the
Corr merce Department action on March
11 that established quotas for the export
of US. cattle hides for the purpose of
lowering the price of hides.

It has been almost & weeks since I
joinzd with a number of our colleagues
in protesting the Commerce Department
action. The White House was quick to
not¢ my opposition to the export con-
trols on American hides and promptly
sent me a memorandum rom the Council
of Liconomic Advisers, cated March 17,
1966, defending the action. Let me quote
from it:

This action (controlling exports of hides
to roll back prices) will prevent a substan-
tlal rise In shoe prices.

Shoe producers assured is they would co-
operate in holding down prices.

Atking hide producers to forgo a tempo-
rary windfall in order to hold down a rise
in shoe prices s fully justified.

Ircreases in hide and lexther prices would
have forced an increase in shoes prices of
5 percent or more,

Ti. should now be obvicus, Mr. Speaker,
even to the Council of Feonomic Advis-
ors, that the shoe industry had no in-
tention of holding down prices, and that
the price of leather had little if anything
to do with their plans to increase the
price of a pair of shoes by $1 to $2. The
blg fuss over controllirg the export of
hidss to provide lower leather prices here
at home was merely a smokescreen
when you consider there is only about
70 zents’ worth of leather in a pair of
shoes.

The Commerce Department should
promptly rescind the hide export restric-
tions in light of the obvious facts. It is
time for this Government to abandon its
delherate efforts to reduce farm income.
And that is exactly what has happened
in too many cases, not only in the re-
strictions on hides, but in Commeodity
Credit Corporation sales of Government
stocks and other income-limiting
devices.

NO LETUP ON UNITED STATPES
U.3.S.R. CONSULAR

Rem of Illinols) was gran
to extend his remarks as thi
Re:zorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Spaaker, there still
are some few voices in Congress who, de-
spite the macabre Newcomb Mott case,
the current “hate America” propaganda
from Moscow, and the Russian military
and economic backing of the Red totali-
tarian regime in Hanoi, would have us
appease Moscow with & Senate ratifica-
tion of the Consular Treaty belween the
United States and the U.SSR. The
logic of this positlon i most difficult to
fathom.

liven if one were to assume the non-
existence of these events and conditions,
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there are many other solid and deeper
reasons why this poorly contrived pact
should not be ratified by the Senate dur-
ing this session in the 90th Congress, or
ever. We have been fortunate that since
June 1964, when this pact was signed,
nationwide organizations such as the Na-
tional Captive Nations Committee, the
Ukrainian Congress Committee of Amer-
fca and several others have conducted
educational drives to inform our citizens
of the absurdities and dangers of this
treaty.

Regardless of any expedient postpone-
ment of action on the pact, this educa-~
tional campaign must be continued so
that the fallacious and self-defeating
contents of the treaty will receive maxi-
mum public understanding and evalua-
tion. A very thorough analysis of the
treaty and the circumstances surround-
ing it has been made by Dr. Lev E.
Dobriansky, of Georgetown University,
in a pamphlet, titled “Ten Reasons
Against the United States-U.S.S.R. Con-
sular Treaty.” Every Member of Con-
gress received this compact study at the
start of this session. I commend it to
every interested and alert citizen. Be-
cause some occasion In the future may
be seized upon to appease the imperio-
colonialist Russians further by railroad-
ing this ill-conceived treaty through the
Senate, I wish that this. analysis be
printed in full text in the permanent
Recor, followed by a popular interest
example from the Arizona Republic:

TEN REASONS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES-
U.S.S.R. CoNsULAR TREATY
(By Lev E. Dobriansky)

There are 10 solid reasons why the U.S.
Senate should emphatically not ratify the
United States-U.S.8.R. Consular Treaty which
the Committee on Foreign Relations reported
out favorably last August. Most of these
reasons were scarcely touched upon In the
somewhat superficlal public discussion that
was precipitated by the committee’s sudden
action. This condition, however, should be
no cause for wonderment, Since the signing
of this second treaty of Moscow on June 1,
1964, every attempt has been made to keep
the convention out of the arens of public
discussion as much as possible!

When the consummate attempt was made
to railroad this seemingly innocuous pact
through the Senate, numerous legislators
and organizations joined in a strong protest
against 1ts blind ratification, Interestingly
enough, some of the press distorted this fact
Into some sort of rightwing opposition. One
paper, for example, painted it in terms of a
deluge of letters inspired by the “Liberty
Lobby and other rightwing organizations,”
though these groups expressed themselves
marginally and in the final phase of last
summer’'s episode.? An editorlal in another
organ supporting the treaty observed with
guarded overtones, “most of the opposition
seems to be made up of organized letter-
writing members of such ultraconservative
groups as the John Birch Soctety and the
Liberty Lobby.” 2 Employing this same smear
tactle, a third proponent of the convention
showed little esteem for the general intelli-

tFor a detalled background on this see
Lev E. Dobriansky, “The Second Treaty of
Moscow,” CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Feb, 8, 1064,
pp. 2119-2122.

*E. W. Kenworthy, “Rightists Oppose Pact
With Soviet,” the New York Times, Aug. 19,
1965.

#“The Consular Treaty,” the Evening Star,
Aug. 24, 1965,
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gence of the Senate when 1t recklessly
charged that the Senate was scared off by
the Liberty Lobby which “saw to it that the
Senators were bombarded with protest
letters.” ¢

Anyone who has followed closely the de«
velopments surrounding the treaty even be-
fore it was signed, cannot but view such
reporting and editoriallzing as crassly inac-
curate and misleading. As early as March
1964, the Natlonal Captive Nations Commit-
tee publicly opposed this pact, 3 months
before 1t was signed in Moscows In June of
that year several national ethnic organiza~
tlons declared their opposition to the pact.
When a number of Senators and others
Joined this growing chorus of bipartisan pro-
test to the pact’s ratification, the chalrman
of the Foreign Relations Committee decided
not to consider the convention until the
next Congress.

With the new 8%th Congress in being for
1ts 1st session, periodic inquiries were made
a8 to the scheduling of open, public hearings
on the treaty. Some serious discussion of it
was heing fostered by interested parties.s
The consistent reply given to the nquiries
was that no hearings were as yet being set.’
As late as July the same position was main-
tained® In that month, however, citizen
groups observing the seventh Captive Nations
Week observance throughout the Nation reg-
Istered their strong opposition to the treaty,
and again the call was raised for public
hearings. At about this time it was an-
nounced that the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee had authorized the chairman to
schedule public hearings? The now-on-now-
off treatment caused one committee membher
to assert that this latest action came “as a
complete surprise to me.”

Contrary to the quoted press reports and
editorials, the opposition to the treaty was
markedly cross sectional, including lberals
a8 well as conservatives, Democrats as well
as Republicans. Objectively speaking, the
reasons offered by so-called ultra-right-wing
groups should be evaluated on thelr own
merits rather than substituting for them
labels of invidlous distinction. The same
rule in objective reasoning would apply to
any stand taken by thelr counterparts on
the left. Moreover, what was not generally
known about the 1964 summer eplsode was
the quiet effort of a concerned Congressman
who appraised 57 Senators of the defects in
the treaty and even threatened to have the
House Forelgn Affairs Commlttee conduct
open and falr hearings on the issue.

- Examples of the replies to the Congress=
man’s inltiative make for perspectived read-
ing. Thanking him for his critical observa-
tlons, one Senator adds, “I have not as yet
had an opportunity to study this treaty care-

- fully, but my present inclination Is to vote

agalnst 1t” Another prominent Senafor
states, “You find me in complete agreement
with your views on this most important sub-
Ject. It Is my intention not only to vote
against the convention when it s considered
by the Senate but to do all that I can to
persuade others to vote against it.” Con-
cerning the critical material given him, a
third Senator reflects the aroused Interest of
scores of others In the Senate when he com-
ments, “It will help me to better evaluate

*Scared Off,” editorlal, the Washington
Post, Aug. 23, 1965,

S Communications to chairman of Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, Mar. 10, 1964,

¢ “New Myths, Old Realitles,” editorial, the
Richmond News Leader, Feb. 16, 1965,

TE.g. “No Hearings Set on United States-
Soviet Consular Treaty,” the Evening Star,
Feb. 15, 1965.

8 “Senators Delay Consular Pact With Rus-
slans,” the Evening Star, July 12, 1965,

? “Hearings Due on Russian Consular Pact,”
the Washington Post, July 22, 1965,
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the treaty when it comes up for a vote in the
Senate,” '

These facts should be adequate to convince
one of the slanted reporting indulged in by
& few newspapers that clamored for the
treaty's ratification without even open and
fair public hearings on the issue. Evidently,
they were stunned by the outcome last
August and had no other recourse but to
wade In the muck of invidious labelism,
Now for the 10 reasons.

I. NO PUBLIC HEARINGS

Viewing this whole development in all its
aspects, any objective observer would have
to conclude that the deliberate attempt to
preclude open, public hearings on the issue
is cause enough for the rejection of the
convention. Every significant treaty requir-
ing Senate ratification has been accorded this
normal, democratic procedure so that legisla-
tors may weigh the various arguments sur~
rounding {t. Those who claim that the con-
sular pact is an ordinary and Insignificant
treaty are elther unaware of its basic sig-
nificance and thus would profit from such
hearings or employ this contentlon to abet
the possibility of a blind ratification. By
all evidence the proponents of the pact have
displayed a morbid fear of public hearings
and wide discussion on the issue.

The evidence alsc shows quite clearly that
an attempt was made toward the close of the
last session of Congress to rallroad the treaty
through the Senate. Fortunately, the ma-~
neuver was thwarted by the alert action of
numerous groups and individuals. For ex-
ample, in a press release the National Cap-
tlve Nations Committee called for “open and
frank public hearings” on the convention
and protested against “the maneuver of
ramming this ill-advised and harmful treaty
down the throats of our people without falr
and open hearings.”® Representative Ep-
warD J. DERWINSKI, of Illinols, performed an
invaluable service in his persistent charges
against the railroading of this treatyit A
striking editorlal in one critical paper began
“Detalls are now at hand concerning the
swift rallroad job, with Senator FULBRIGHT
as chief engineer, which was done to get the
Soviet Consular Treaty out of the Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee some days
2g0.” 2

Not to have the maneuver appear too
crude and arbitrary, the committee heard
testimony from Secretary of State Dean
Rusk and several State Department assoct-
ates, The committe print that followed con-
tains all the marks of swift maneuver and
haphazard publication. For example, the
title of the pamphlet is “Consular Conven-
tlon With the Soviet Union,” but on page 8 a
caption reads “Consular Convention With
Russla.” If at this stage of American under-
standing the concepts of Sovlet Union and
Russia are held to be synonymous, then we
are in real trouble with respect to some rea~
soning on this issue.

To mention another example among the
many, the dialog between the chairman
and Senator HICKENLOOPER makes for
sbsorbing reading. In his opening state-
ment Senator FuLBRIGHT lets the cat out of
the bag by stating “The committee met in
executive session July 20, 1965, to consider
the conventlon and declded at that time to
take it up formally and submit it to the
Senate for its advice and consent.”1® Sen-

v “FusricHT Urged To Hold Open and
Frank Hearings on Consular Conventlon,”
Aug. 3, 1965.

1Eg, Willlam Moore, “DERwWINSKT Hits
Plan for Russ Consulates,” Chicago Tribune,
Aug, 10, 1965.

1 “Normal Relations,” the Richmond News
Leader, Aug. 13, 1965,

¥ Consular Conventlon With the Soviet
Unlon, hearing, Committee on Forelgn Rela=
tlons, U.S. Senate, 1965, p. 1.
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ator HICKENLOOPER follows by stating, “I
wani, to correct a misunderstanding. I un-
dersiood you to say in the opening state-
ment that the committee had declded to
submit this to the Senate for confirmation.” ¥
Conirary to his opening statement, the chair«
man covers himself by replying “The com-
mivtee wouid have to vote on {i after we
have had committee hearings.” Then, in the
print, the dialog 18 interrupted by the in-
sertion of the President's message and the
convention itself, and 15 pages later
Senator FULBRIGHT further contradlets his
orig:nal, plain statement by saying “We had
decided to proceed with hearings if the com-
mitlee so voted. That Is what I meant to
sav.”’s  His words scarely reveal such
meaning.

Dospite much talk about hearings at this
poirt, only one staged hearing was held,
Secretary Rusk was heard on points empha-
sizing the protection Americans in the
U.8.3.R. wouid recetve, the little difference
hetween this treaty and other consular con-
ventions, the risks of esplonage we have to
assume in our open society, the Inadequa-
cies of our Embhassy in Moscow, the need for
normalizing relations, mutual understand-
ing, the improvement of communications,
and other equally vague generalities. As the
wriler stated In a letter criticizing one of our
papars, “by virtue of hls antiquated and
misieading conceptions of the Soviet Unlon,
which even the late Adlal E. Stevenson tact-
fully repudiated in November 1961, Sccretary
Rusk can scarcely be regarded as the sole,
adequate witness.” ' These sallent points in
the Rusk testimony will be answered in the
remaining reasons against the ratification of
the treaty.

How much of all this was pitifully misin-
terpreted can be gleaned from this state-
ment of & Senator supporting a blind rati-
fication of the pact: “Those wrilers are 1g-
norant of the fact that hearings were held.” "
The official publication of the commlittee {8
accurately titled “Hearing,” but the Senator
insists hearings, governmental or public,
were held. He also believes the treaty 18
w:ta Russla, Morcqver, some verbal leger-
demain was detected In the dlstinction
drawn between the treaty and the actual
opening of consulates.

According to the State Department, ohe
shouldn't be too concerned with the treaty
because “the question of opening consulates
* ¢+ * gl be the subject of scparate ne-
gotiations.” ** Why then all these pressure
tactics concerning the treaty's ratification?
Actually, the formal and legal basis pro-
vided by the treaty ls most essentlal to the
question of opening consulates. It is aleo
worth while to note the haste on the part of
the Department in exacting appropriations
from Congress for & consulate in Leningrad
with several 8500 water coolers, extra bed-
rooms for single girl secretaries and what
have you.”

hgain, thig first reason s reason enough
to justify-a rejection of the treaty. Its pro-
ponents apparently fear a full and open ex-
amination of it In the public forum. With-
ous open, publlc hearings, a ratification of
tha pact would be an arbitrary and blind

1 Ibid., p. 2.

= Ibid., p. 17,

s “Consular Conventlon With the USS.R.,”
(CNGRESSIONAL RECORD, Aug. 19, 1865, pp.
20312-20313.

u “Proposed Consular Convention With 8o~
viet Unlon More to Advantage of United
States Than to Russia,” Mr. Youne of Ohlo,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Aug. 17, 1865, p.
19838,

1 John C. Guthrie, “Communlcation,” May
14, 1964,

wePanfel Rapaport,” United Press Inter-
netional story, May 8, 1865, -
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one. The democratic staging of such hear-
ings would necessitate thoughtful consid-
eration for the nine remaining reasons.

T. A DIPLOMATIC AFFIRMATION OF MOSCOW'S
INNER EMPIRE

The second reason for rejecting the treaty
18 that it constitutes a diplomatic afirmation,
& stamp ol approval and acceptance of Mos-
cow's inner empire. I'm aware of the fact
thiat most Americans cling to the myth that
the Soviet Unlon In Russla, that the USSR.
is a country like ours, indeed, that this inner
empire of many nations is a nation like ours,
One superficial account of 1ast August’s epi-
sotle misleads readers in this fashion, “If
ratified, It would be the first bilateral treaty
be.ween the two nations,”

We can allow for such ignorance In an
ordinary newspaper article, but for our lead-
ers of state to belleve that the USSR. is a
natlon 1s plainly unpardonable. If we should
ever lose the cold war, 1t would be basically
because of this fundamental gap in our un-
desstanding of the USSR. as an empire-
stute, & prison house of many captive na-
ticns, the Inner and basic sphere of the pres-
ent Soviet Russian Empire. Despite other
objectives and purposes, both Napoleon and
Hitler lost hot wars In this area of Eastern
Europe because of substantially the same gap
in understanding.

This fallacious notion of the USSR. as a
“country” and other basic myths are re-
flected In the convention, which of course
cannot but satisfy the propaganda and
psychopolitical efforts of Moscow to the ut-
most. The treaty is founded on the myth-
ical conceptlon that the U.S.S.R. Is a natlon-
state comparable In character to ours.
American consulates In any of the non-
Russlan nations in the U.S.8.R. would tangi-
bly reinforce this myth, needlessly abet
Russlan policies almed at unifylng this pri-
mary imperium, and thus nulllfy any lever-
age for peace we may have In at least recog-
nizing the freedom goals of the captive non-
Russian nations in the USS.R.

In the past 45 years the United Stales has
committed many shortsighted errors bolster-
icg and strengthening this inner emplre of
sSoviet Russla. Ratification of this treaty
would add another chapter to'this sordid
record. In a letter to Senator FULBRIGHT,
the writer emphasized this point when he
stated, “a blind ratification of the conven-
tlon would form another chapter in our long,
inept dealings with the Russians and expose
us to the charge of being a nation of hypo-
crites when the President and others pro-
claim our ‘devotion to the just aspirations
of all people for national independence and
human liberty.’ This treaty i8 & confirma~
tion of Russla's imperio-colonlalism within
the US.S.R. and further evidence of our
diplomatic Ineptitude in the cold war, not to
say our grave lack of understanding of
America’'s prime enemy.”® In terms of
power and ambition, we delude ourselves i
we think Peiping rather than Moscow ls the
prime enemy.

Before taking action on the treaty it
would profit each Benator to read a recent
official study prepared for one of the Senate's
own committees on the empire within the
USSR, "Western scholars of Sovlet affalrs,”
iz observes, “agree on the imperial-colonial
character of the USSR."® Commendable
as it 18, even this study doesn't cover all as-
pects of Soviet Russian imperlo-coloniallsm
in the U.SS.R. For succinct, decp Insights
into this inner empire each Senator would
do well to read Adlal Stevenson's remark-
eble memorandum on the subject in the

2 Murrey Marder, "United States-Soviet
Treaty,” the Washington Post, Aug. 20, 1965.

a Communication, Aug. 4, 1965,

2 The Soviet Empire, Committee on the
Judlciary, 1665, p. 166.
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United Natlons? After r2ading these he
woull have to ask himself, “Could I us a Sen-
ator, representing people in a democracy and
republic dedicated to principles of national
independence and self-determination, vote
for a treaty which explicitiy and implicitly
misrepresents & state and :n effect places a
stam of approval on & tyrannical empire?”
Each in his own consclence would have to
answer thls question.

This reason for not rat:fying the treaty
is basic to all others. It hinges on vhe most
fundamental issue of the contemporary
strupgle—Soviet Russian imperiocolonial-
{sm versus freedom and national inde-
pendence. It offers us ancther opportunity
to fill in the gap of Americin understanding
of the US.SR. The first was Congress Cap-
tive Nations Week resolution (Public Law
86-90) In 1959, which for the first time
recog nized the freedom asp.rations of all the
captive non-Russlan nations in the USS.R.
Ratbication of the treaty would contradict
the very essence and spirit of that resolutlon.
Also, Secretary Rusk and others argue that
the treaty would improve communications
between the two "countries.”

Aside from the rudimentary fact that it is
hardly within the purview of consular ac-
tivit7 to communicate or negotiate between
courtries, what improvemont in communi-
caticns could be achieved between the
Unlted States and the many natlons in the
USHSR. under a treaty which slights and
ignores the presence of all but one of these
nations? To our own desriment, the very
oppesite would be achieved,

IIl. LEGAL INVALIDITIES OF THE TREATY

A third substantial reason for rejecting
the treaty is its numerous legal invaliditles.
If some of our lawmakers .n the Senate still
find the second reason dificult to grasp at
this point, surely the legal contradictions
and invalidities of the pact would fall more
readily within their immediate uttention.
In a court of law any patent misrepresenta-~
tion of parties to a contract or blatant con-
tradictions to fact would be sufficient to
thrcw the case out of court., The consular
treaty 1s pitted exactly ir. this situation.

Taroughout the text c¢f the treaty one
reacs about “a national of the sending
state.”® This makes sense In the case of
the United States, a citizen of a nation gen-
eraliy called about the world “an Amerlcan.”
Who 15 the natlonal of the Soviet Union? A
Russian, Lithuanian, Georglan and so forth?
If language and words have any meaning, &
“national” is an individial member of &
given nation. On the impregnable basis of
all evidence provided by Moscow itself, the
Soviet Union {8 no nation but rather a so-
called unlon of many nations. Legally,
the'e is no such animal a8 & “Soviet na-
tioral” other than a flctional image In tha
mirds of some who wallow in the myths of
the U.S.S.R. being a natlon or anyone in
the U.S.S.R—worse still “Russla”—being a
“Sovlet,” which is & councll of workers and
peasants.

Clearly, if some can extricate themselves
fromn the unreasoned, semantic raess indi-
cated here, they would begin to see that the
conventlon contradlcts the very essence of
the U.S.SR. Constitution, which thouga
largely semantic is nonetheless a nominal
compromise with the non-Russian nations in
the US.SR. By this kind of misrepresenta-
tive language the pact violates also the au-
thentlictity of every offictal map of the U.S.S.R.
anc. contradlets reams of offictal Moscow pre-
nouncements on the mulinational composi-
tlon of the US.SR. In thelr desire to reap

x 7.8. Ambassador to the United Nations.
Memorandum to U.N. delegations, the United
Na-lons, Nov. 25, 1861,

* Eg, Consular Conventlon With tke
Sovlet Unlon,"” p. 8, 8, 10, ete.
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the psychopolitical advantages of the treaty
the Muscovite rulers would prostitute any-
thing and, as in everything else, accuse the
other party of the perversions. By allowing
this to take place we exhibit our own psycho-
political immaturity. .

Further examples of legal invalidity are, in
the case of the Sovlet Union, provisions for
“the national flag of the sending state” and
“the natlonal coat of arms of the sending
state”® Of course, in ohbjective clrcum-
stance there is no such flag or coat of arms
for the U.S.S.R. Each republic has its own
flag and emblem. The flag and coat of arms
of the U.S.S.R. shown at any Moscow-estab-
lished consulate in the United States would
be another perversion of fact permitted by
the legal invalidity of the treaty.

Speaking of legalities, no one has raised
the question of accumulated legacles left
by Russian emigrees and others in behalf of
known or unknown parties in the Soviet
Unlon, How many millions of dollars is
colonialist Moscow seeking to acquire under
article 10 of the treaty? The Russians are
employing every trick, including “the eco-
nomic independence of the satellites,” to
bulld up their stock of foreign currencies;
the treaty Is another means. It would be
interesting to see what the Department of
State can furnish on these accumulated
legacles. Mr, Rusk and others vaguely argue
that the pact would abet “mutual under-
standing.” With whom? The imperio-colo-
nialists in Moscow? What of the varlous na-
tions and peoples in the USSR.? How
would all these allowed perversions and open
risks mold our bonds of mutual under-
standing with them? In the long run, they
will prevail, not the ruling Russian totali-
tarians,

" IV, AN AMERICAN ASSIST TO RUSSIFICATION

The fourth objection to the treaty is that
its provisions engender an American assist
to Russification within and outside the
U.S.SR. The provislon In the pact for the
use of the Russian language to process the
fictitious Soviet national is in every sense an
Inadvertent assist to the well-known Russifi-
catlon policies of Moscow.”® In effect, here
too we would be buttressing Moscow’s colo-
nialist policy of eriforcing the use of the
captor’s language among the non-Russian
nations in the U.S.S.R.

Here, too, before he casts his vote on the
treaty it would do well for each Senator to
scan another recent congressional study on
cultural Russification and linguacide in the
USB.RZ Do we want to be placed in the
position of confirming and abetting this
viclous genocidal tendency further? It fs
had enough that functional hecessity com-
pels us to accede to it on the ambassador-
ial level, though this could be rectified, too,
by a diplomatic alternative of a more real-
istic nature,

With a premium on verbal generality Mr.
Rusk and others argue for the treaty be-
cause it would “normalize relations.” What
are they seeking to normalize? The inner
Soviet Russlan Empire, Soviet Russtan im-
perio-colonialism, or Moscow’s Russification
policles? The treaty would abnormally re-
late us to these ugly phenomena in the seem-
ing position of even accepting them ag “nor-
mal” Aside from the essentlal factor of
comparative advantage in the cold war, what
a political posture we are asked to assume
by ratify this treaty. The Nation of the
American Revolution and all the perennial
principles this implies is urged in the name
of normalization to place stamps of diplo-

% Ibid., p. 11.

= Ibid,, p. 8.

#8ee¢ "“Nations, Peoples, and Countries in
the USSR.,” study of population and immi-
gration problems, House Committee on the
Judiclary, 1964,
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matic approval on the worst institutional
hellmarks of its basic enemy, Also, what 18
most curlous is that those who talk loudly
today about “the Nquidation of the Com-
munist monolith,” “growing nationalism in
Eastern Europe,” “a world of diversity,” and
“good Communists and bad ones” are nor-
mally those who, for whatever reasons, stop
at the borders of the U.S.SR., the determin-
Ing inner empire itself, with these sup-
posedly new notions.

V. THE VERY DIFFERENT DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY

The preceding three reasons for nonratifi-
cation of the pact received far less attention
last August than the next two. Yet in the
broader context of understanding the con-
temporary struggle, its prime sources of
tension and longrun dangers to world peace,
they carry greater welght than the next two
objections, which by themselves, of course,
are adequate to justify nonratification. It
Is noteworthy how much more adept and
knowledgeable the Chinese Reds are in
utllizing essential facts concerning the inmer
Soviet Russlan Empire, Soviet Russian im-
perio-colonialism, Moscow’s Russificasion
program, and the captive status of the non~
Russian nations in the US.S.R. than we
are® Thelr ends are different, but they at
least do not accommodate the Russian
totalitarians in their worst features.

Contrary to the baseless contention that
this consular convention is no different or is
even slightly different from other conven-
tions, the pact is very different not only in
its relation to our prime enemy in the cold
war but also in its incredible provision of
diplomatic immunity to consular personnel
for all crimes, including esplonage® It is
sad enough that the treaty’s assumptions
and contents serlously depreciate our gen-
eral political posture as a democratic iree
world leader, but this provision is an open
Invitation to Red subversion of our Nation.

Every other existing convention grants
immunity only from punishment for misde-
meanors, The reader can now understand
why I entitled an article on this subject
“The second treaty of Moscow.” The pact
was made to order—in Moscow. Even our
allies don't enjoy this unprecedented con-
sular privilege.

In view of the concentrated discussion on
this point last August, 1t 1s unnecessary to
belabor 1t further. Mr. Leonard . Meeker,
the State Department's legal adviser, &d-
mitted in unqualified terms that this im-
munity from criminal jurisdiction “is not
present in other consular conventions to the
same extent.”*® Mr. Meeker, who 1s uncler
the 1llusion that some “Soviet natlonal” ani-
mal exists, tried to moderate the iImmunity
provision by polnting out that it “will ex-
tend only to those consular officers and em-
ployees who are agreed to by the two gov-
ernments.”*t A though in actual practice
this would make any significant; difference.

The views expressed by opponents to the
treaty in the Senate Forelgn Relations Corn-
mittee are quite firm on this immunity pro-
viston® Publicized discussion of the point
led many to the conelusion which one Sea-
ator put in these words; “It is this last sec-
tlon that is inimical with the best interests
of the United States. It is the last section
that clearly indicates that this convention
was negotlated by the Soviets, not as a bi-
lateral pact for improving Soviet-American
relations, but as a cold war maneuver to

* See “Sino-Soviet Border Potential Powdar
Keg,” the Ukrainian Bulletin, New York,
Apr., 1-15, 1965, p. 35.

®“Consular Conventlon With the Sovist
Union,” p. 12,

® Ihid, p. 22.

S1Ibid,, pp. 34-36.

% “Consular Convention With the Soviet
Union,” minority views, Aug, 10, 1965,

, telligence operations.”ss
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enhance and expand the intelligence gather-
ing network of the US.S.R.” %

Mr, Rusk and others argue that the treaty
would offer greater protection for Americans
touring and visiting in the US.SR. This
protection argument, covering some 12,000
Americans annually, is supposed to counter-
halance the lapse in it as concerns the im-
munity provision. Much is made of the
notification and access provisions regarding
arrests, Actually, this so-called Russian con-
cession should have been demanded long ago
on the purely ambassadorial level, and should
be so demanded on the simple principle of
reciprocity. U.S.SR. representatives and
tourists are accorded the privileges and hene-
fits of our democratic criminal code; pure
reciprocal relations would demand the same
for our people. To hook the notification and
access provisions as a notable Russian “con-
cesslon” to the consular treaty indicates that
our negotiators had already walked into the
bear trap. It is as much a concession as a
thief glving up stolen property.

VI. INTENSIFIED POLITICAL WARFARE IN THE
TNITED STATES

Espionage was the leading word for the
next popular objection to the treaty last
August. Our FBI Director, J. Edgar Hoover,
was quoted at length in support of this
criticism. In earlier testimony before the
House Appropriations Committee, Mr, Hoover
had ‘emphasized that U.8.S.R, “consulates in
many parts and the country * * * will make
our work more difficult.” % A later statement
by him stressed the following: “One Soviet
intelligence officer in commenting on the
agreement spoke of the wonderful opportu-
nity this presented his service wnd that it
would enable the Soviets to enhance their in-
So effective were
these points that the President subsequently
lssued a directive to officfals to support ad-
ministration policies, aiming it particularly
at Hoover

There are several aspects to this sixth
reason for nonratification that need some
clarification. First, though public hearings
were barred, it obviously behooved the For-
elgn Relations Committee to invite Mr.
Hoover, as another Government witness, to
testify on the pact. Surely he is far more
qualified to discuss the likely esplonage
effects of the treaty than Is Secretary Rusk.
Second, it is certainly no strain on one’s
Imagination to envisage the expanded op-~
portunities for Soviet Russian espionage with
consulates ranging cross-country from New
York to Chicago and San Francisco.

However, considering the huge spy appa~
ratus now maintalned by Moscow in this
country, one can rationally allow for only a
relatively small increase in overall efiective-
ness with the presence of consulates. The
economic law of diminishing return applies
in this field as In others. Doubtless the
establishment of consulates would make

* Hoover's work more difficult, but it is doubt-

ful that the condition as concerns espionage
activity would be unmanageable, Moreover,
as I argued elsewhere, spying is a two-way
street. On the other hand, since alternatives
for different diplomatic arrangements exist,
there 1s no reason whatsoever to accom-
modate the Russlans in this risky respect,
Especlally is this so when a broader view
is taken of Soviet Russtan activity in this
country. The problem entails more than
Just esplonage. It can best be described as
one of intensified political warfare, signs of
which have already appeared in civil rights

® Senator Norris Corron, “The Consular
Convention With the Soviet Unlon,” Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Aug, 26, 1965, p. 21185.

*“Consular Conventlon With the Soviet
Union,” minority views, p. 2.

% Ibid.

% “L.B.J. Policy Edict Tied to Hoover,” ‘the
Washington Post, Aug, 21, 1965,

Approved For Release 2005/08/16 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300040037-1



Approved For Release 2005/08/16 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300040037-1

(882

riots, campus sagitation, peace demonstra-
tions, overt U.S.S.R. Bmbassy propagands on
the Watts riot, and a variety of actlons
strik.ng against clvil and polltical authorlty.
strateglcally situated consulates would not
only be additional spy nests but also active
sources of consplracy, propaganda, blackmail,
and mtimidation against those with relatives
in the Red Empire, and media for under-
mining ethnic and other anti-Communist
groups. With the type of immunity offered
them, they should make bold efforts along
thesa lines.

2fr. Rusk and others talk giibly about our
“open soclety” snd the esplonage riske we
have to take. They fall to see tho broader
problem involved here with long-arm rami-
fications extending to our actions in Viet-
nam, the Dominican Republie, and almost
everywhere else. Regarding esplonage solely,
2 more maive observation by the Secretary
cannot be found than when he testified, “I
do nope that the Convention will reduce
misunderstandings and partteularly be of
assistance Lo not letting private citizens,
tourists, businessmen, exchange people, and
otners get caught up in the atmosphere in
which this other type of problem arises.” ¥
Proected Into the future, this type of un-
critical thinking would virtually guarantes
the closing of our open society.
VIL. BASIS FOR INTENSIFIED POLITICAL WARFARE

IN LATIN AMERICA

Speaking of ramifications emerging from
a shortsighted ratification of the treaty, the
next four reasons for nonratification {ndicate
what we can expect from thia further ap-
peasement of Soviet Russian desires. It
should be evident now to the reader that all
of these reasons against ratification are in.
tegrally related, though any one is sufficlent
cause for rejecting the treaty. To the re«
curring distinction made between the treaty
as 4 body of guldelines for consular activity
al the aclual establishment of the con-
sulates, which some even suggest the State
Department might aot upon devold of any
treaty, one can reasonably maintain the vir-
tusl inseparability of the two and the po-
litical certainty of no consulates if thess
many reasons, individually, in combination
or a6 an integral whole, lead to & Senate re-
jectton of the pact.

‘Chus, the seventh reason for nonratifica-
tion is that a Senate confirmation of this
treaty would open up & Pandora’s box of
Soviet Russian pressure against every free
government in Latin America. The imme-
diate objective would be simllar consular
coaventions; the ultimate objective would
be a really intensified political warfare in
ihe area. This at & time when many of our
own officials have been warning us to expect
<topped-up Red subversion throughout the
continent.

Strangely enough, this reason agalnst rat-
ification was scarcely brought up in the Au-
st discussion, Few even knew that as of
210w no U.S.8.R. consulates exist in the West-
orn Hemisphere. In & cogent rebuttal to &
newspaper editortal, Congressman DerWINSKL
stated the case eloquently: “Acquiescence of
the United States to Soviet consulates would
set an obilvious precedent that would soon
find the Communist rulers of Moscow
spreading their Influence in Latin America
br: means of consular activities, What Latin
Amerlcan government could refuse the re-
qest for a consulate after the leader of the
free world has extended this benefit to the
rulers of the Kremlin?" ¥
mwrop Soviet Intellectuals Castigate
Tnited States on Riots,” the Washington
Fost, Aug. 23, 1965.

#wConsular Convention With the Soviet
Unilon,” p. 28.

»Edward J. Derwinskl, “The Consular
Treaty,” the Evening Star, Washington, D.C.,
Aug. 27, 1065,
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Need more be said on this point of con-
sular proliferation for extended Red subver-
sion In the Western Hemisphere? The rati-
fication of the treaty would create a solld
basls for intensified Russian polltical war-
faro in latin America. As in the area of
trade with the Red Fmpire, our lack of firm
and consistent policy will be another gov-
ernment’s ratlonalization for its actions un-
der pressure,

VIIL. A TRADE WEDGE

Another reason for not 7atifying the pact
is the obvlous use made of this treaty as &
diplomatic wedge to liberalize and increase
trade with the Soviet Union and the Red
empire in general. Time and time agaln In
his testimony Mr. Rusk spoke of the prospect
of “Increasing trade between our two coun-
tries.” % At times It appears this argument
of dollars and cents carrled more weight
with him than the argument of humane
protection for Americans in the USSR.

The lssue of increased trade with the
USSR. and the Red emplre 18 & contro-
versial problem in and of itself. This writer
has polnted out {n testimony and in em-
phatlc terms that any such liberalized trade
would not be the first time the United States
hes contributed myopically to the economic
strengthening of the Sovlet Russian Em-
pire—always, of course, in the interests of
“peace,” “normal relations,” ‘relaxation of
tensions,” and other self-legitimations.4 Up
{0 now those seeking such East-West trade
have been careful to distinguish between
our trading more liberally with the captive
states In central Europe und that with the
USSR. The former i8 supposed to unlatch
these Red totalitarian states from the chains
of Russlan domination, though for years
Moscow itself has pursued the empire policy
o? division of natlonal labor.

Now, curlously enough, we see Secretary
Rusk Injecting the trade Issue {nto this con-
sular one with evident abandon of the dis-
tinction menttoned above. Our fighting men
in South Vietnam should take great com-
fort in this switch since economic trade sup-
port of the USSR. should {n turn bolster
Moscow's support of Hanof for An even more
challenging confiict in that area.

The fragmented pollcy of our government
conduces to many blatant contradictions.
This tactic of arguing for the treaty on the
basis of trade prospects which In turn would
facilitate the economic means of Moscow's
giobal cold war operatlons against our in-
terests Is a gem of policy making fragmen-
tisms. It's cause enough to reject the treaty
a8 a trade wedge.

IX. THE MOST-FAVORED-NATION SIEVE

As In the area of trade v;lth the Red Em-
pire, the most-favored-nation sieve exists in
consular agreements, This ninth reason for
not ratifylng the treaty was emphasized by
several scrutlnizing Senators who wisely op-
pose the extenslon of the {mmunity privilige
to twenty-seven other nations and states, in-
cluding Yugoslavia and Rumania.? As they
pointed out, ag many a8 400 consular per-
sonnel would be eligible under the treaty and
<heir covering conventions with the most-
favored-nation clause for Immunity from
prosecution for all crimes,

On this potnt Secretary Rusk affirmed that
“others would have the right to raise with
us establlshing various privileges, but only
on a basis of reciprocity.” ® It ls Interesting
that this concern for reciprocity shows 1tsel

©Eg., "Consular Conventlon With the
Soviet Unlon,” p. 33.

« Lev E. Dobriansky, “Flve Perspectives on
Fast-West Trade,” Enst-West Trade, hearlngs,

t. I, Senate Commlttee on Forelgn Rela-
tions, 1965, pp. 84-104.

¢ »Consular Convention
Unlon,” minority views, p. 4.

awConsular Convention With the Sovlet
Unlon,” p. 23.

With the Sovlet
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here but not with the protection of American
citizens In the U.SSR. on the ambassadorial
or full diplomatic level. With this sieve the
risks mentioned earlier beccme all the more
magnified. Also, Red governments with no
consular agreements at present would seck
the Inclusion of the most-favored-nation
clause in any future conventlons.

The snowball effects of the treaty’s provi-
slons are thus not dificu’t to determine.
They nll point to a substantial net disadvan-
tage ’or us. Recently, for cxample, our offi-
clals have uttered some tart remarks with re-
gard to Japan's apathy toward the Vietnam
war tnd its warm behavior toward the Red
empl-e. Encouraged by owr actlon, Japan,
too, . on the road to signing a consular
agreement with the USSR If in short
time 1t judges the US.SR. to be a far greater
threst to the free world than Red China
could possibly be In the nex: decade, it would
have a self-legitimating basis for establish-
ing simifar and probably closer relatlons
with Peiping.

X. THE BALTIC DILEMMA

A 1nal reason for nonratification bears on
the 3altic dilemma to which the treaty ex-
poses us. This reason is loglcally a deriva-
tive of the second reason we consldered, as
well a8 being based on an 1wt of U.S. pollcy.
The United States does rot recognize the
forced Incorporation of Lithuania, Estonia,
and Latvla in the USSR, Yet, despite the
silert treatment proferred by the State De-
partment's legal counsel, aay consular activ-
ity in these republics cannot but in practice
and in time constitute de facto recognition.®
With the allowable establishment of con-
sular districts there, this condition would
become crystal clear. At least Secretary
Rusk admitted, “We do have a bit of &
dilenma there, Senator.” #

In conclusion, there are many dilemmas,
conradictions, and risks posed by this con-
gulsr convention, From Moscow's view-
polnt, as an instrument of the cold war it
is fraught with Innumerable advantages—
imperial legltimacy, propaganda, legacles,
political warfare penetrations, esplonage and
o ‘orth. Our viewpolnt Is aiready so be-
clouded that many cannot see a real diplo-
matic alternative to this disadvantageous
arrungement which would satisfy most of
the reasons glven for ratif.cation of the con-
vention, including the inadequacy of our
Embassy in Moscow, and yet realize a suh-
stantial net advantage.

Eefore aiternatives can be examined, the
treaty itself should be subjected to full,
critical examination. TEbis has not as yet
been done. The question is a simple one:
blind ratification or open, public hearings?

[From the Arlzona Republic, Mar. 16, 1966

THe PropLE SPEAK: CAPTIVE NATIONS CoM-
MITTEE OPPOSES CONSULAR TREATY
EpiTor, THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC:

Americans have generally met whatever
dernands have been made of them for their
survival and the survival of their allies, They
have performed well on the battlefields, but,
sac. to say, around diplomatic tables, they
seem never to have learned anything.

In application of open force they are mas-
ters; In the use of threat of force, feekle
amateurs, They simply cannot understand
that being a “good Joe" i3 viewed by some as
& 1eflection of cowardice and weakness.

7n our dealings with the Soviets, we have
tried to appease them repeatedly with 2o
measure of success but we continue. We tried
communication through varlous conference
tables of neutrals, still no success. We in-
veat new means ol communication, propose

u“Japan, Russla Are Negotiating,” Reuters,
Moscow, June 190, 1865.

@vConsular Conventidn With the Soviet
TUalon, p. 26.

“Ibld, p. 25
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“hot lines” and grant consular privileges not
available to our friendliest ally—but we won-
der, if problems of communication occur, are
they not caused by the Soviets’ determination
not to listen.

Inside our own country we scold ourselves
for not permitting a Communist to attack us
viciously for to do so would violate his con-
stitutional rights, Strangely we haven't
asked ourselves when a Communist has ever
exercised any responsibility to preserving
that Constitution. More generally he says
the Constitution must go as well as the
moral concepts of our various religlous estab-
lishments.

The consular treaty ls a rehashing of old
ideas each of which has failed in the past—
unilateral communication and appeasement.
What sort of idiot would permit criminal tm-
munity to the Kremlin butchers, permit the
expansion of Red subversion which adds to
the load of the already overworked FBI, to
advance a condition whereby our citizens may
be intimidated by threatening their loved
ones in a captive nation? How can we allow
a network of Soviet consulates to cover us
from New York to Los Angeles and not ex-
pect at least one consulate in each Latin
American Republic?

Tt takes little imagination to observe the
obvious advantage to the Reds, in thelr cru-
sade for world domination, These items of
Senator FULBRIGHT's sponsored consular con-
vention treaty. A stranger could wonder
with a reasonable basis whether Senator Ful-
sricuT and Dean Rusk have an alleglance be-
yond their country and constituents.

Still one cloudy point more—the treaty
mentions U.S.8R. and Soviet Russia. We
are indeed in trouble if we assume they are
one and the same, The Soviet Union in-
cludes many natlons held captive in a large
prison by Soviet Russia—are each of these to
be represented? If s0, does this mean a final
burlal of-all these small nations and that this
burial receive the official acceptance and ap-
proval of the United States?

We do not question the patriotism of our
citizens, nor their fortitude, nor their will-
ingness to accept adversity and sacrifice. We
do observe apathy and stumber. This ls
dangerously & weakness to which Commu-
nists have been alerted for many years. They
have used it with skill and persistence and
' with tremendous success.

No one expects all of us to be crusaders for
freedom nor superpatriots nor to assume the
same risks as the men in Vietnam at this time
but 1t might not be a bad idea. We do plead
with you to arouse yourself from apathy and
slumber and to review your responstbilities.

We have a suitable petition protesting the
consular convention treaty with many signa-
tures already. If you readers, and especial-
1y parents of servicemen, would care to join
us, please add your name to our petition.
This petition is presented for signature at
the Ameriacn -Legion, 364 North Seventh
Avenue, at the blue room at 8 p.m., Thurs-
day, March 17, by the Captive Nations Com-
mittee. If unable to come, please matl us a
post card stating:

“I am agalnst the United States-US.SR.
Consular Convention Treaty.” Your signa-
ture and address.

Mail your post card to National Captive Na-
tions Committee, Arizona Branch, 2522 West
Highland, Phoenix, Ariz.

WarTER CHOPIWSKYJ,
President, Arizong Branch,
National Captive Nations Commitiee.

(Mr. BRAY (at the request of Mrs.
Rem of Tinois) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

[Mr. BRAY’'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]
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THE FUTURE OF THE POTOMAC

(Mr. MATHIAS (at the request of
Mrs. Rem of Illinois) was granted per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorn and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, March 25, many Marylanders
joined me in celebrating the 332d anni-
versary of the founding of Maryland.

As we reviewed the past, present, and
future of our great State, it seemed
especially appropriate this year for us to
focus our attention on the great Potomac
River Basin, for the beauty and resources
of the Potomae, and the strength and
industry of the people of the basin, have
nourished and invigorated Maryland
throughout its history.

The wealth of the Potomac Basin is
diverse and durable—but we have recog-
nized that it is not indestructible. We
have recognized the tremendous prob-
lems which threaten its land and water—
and we have pledged ourselves to a great
conservation effort, to preserve the
basin’s riches for future generations.

This year we must decide whether our
pledge is to be simply repeated, or truly
renewed.

For many years, dedicated groups and
individuals have worked to protect spe-
cific segments of the basin, to develop
particular recreation areas and facilities,
and to promote their intelligent and
compassionate use. Countless friends of
the C. & O. Canal have fought for more
than 15 years to restore that historic
waterway and rescue it from neglect. In
this decade, interest in basin water sup-
ply has expanded from relatively iso-
lated pockets of concern to comprehen-
sive consultation and debate. Finally,
on February -8, 1965, President Johnson
gave national importance to our regional
efforts by declaring that the Potoraac
“should serve as a model of scenic and

recreational values for the entire coun- -

try.”

Like many others, I welcomed the
President’s pledge, and endorsed the full
commitment of Federal talents and re-
sources which that pledge implied.

Now a year has passed, and much has
been accomplished. The four Potorac
Basin States and the District of Colum-
bia have established effective channels of
cooperation through the Governors’ Ad-
visory Committee. The Federal Inter-
departmental Task Force and four sub-
task forces have been set to work. An
interim report has been produced, and
proposals more detailed and technical
than those of the interim report are now
being developed.

But I wish that more momentum had
been gained. I wish that Federal con-
centration on the Potomac had heen
more constant, and that Federal em-
phasis on Potomac planning as a “model
for the Nation” had not appeared more
rhetorical than real.

I wish that the President, in his mes-
sage to Congress this year on pollution
and conservation, had been able to give
a report on Potomac progress, rather
than mentioning the river only in
passing. i :

If the President’s promise of 1965 is
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to be renewed in 1966, the following steps
should be taken at once:

First. Qualified personnel within the
Department of the Interior, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Water Pollution
Control Administration, and the Corps
of Engineers should be formally assigned
full-time to Potomac Basin planning,
No matter how talented and dedicated
the public servants involved, a full-scale
Federal effort cannot be made with part-
time help.

Second. Energetic and openminded
consultation between Federal and State
agencies and private organizations and
groups involved in Potomac projects
should be greatly expanded, and formal
means to continue liaison and informa-
tion sharing should be established. The
development of truly comprehensive pro-
grams for this region requires all the
information and imagination we can
bring to bear—and:many private groups-
and organizations possess deep knowl-
edge of and experience with basin prob-
lems, knowledge, and experience too im-
portant to be ignored or overlooked, and
too extensive to be duplicated without
great waste of Federal energies.

Third. An active, candid public educa-~
tion and consultation program should be
initiated throughout the basin by the
Federal task force without delay. Al-
though many excellent public discus-
sions have been organized by private
groups, it is essential that the Federal
Government’s interest in full public par-
ticipation be more directly and vividly
expressed. The residents of the basin,
whose support will determine the suc-
cess of any plan, should be encouraged
now to become full, informed partners in
planning.

Perhaps the most important product of
our efforts in the year since the Presi-
dent’s message is that we have learned
how much we have to do—and how ex-
tensively we must cooperate in doing it.

Significant steps have been taken to-
ward developing the basin’s full recre-
ational potential. The apparent agree-
ment not to build a high dam at Seneca
at this time is most welcome, and should
end an unfortunate precccupation with
that one aspect of Potomac plans. The
completion of State outdoor recreation
plans under the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act brings us closer to
the actual development of sites and im-
provement of facilities in many parts
of the basin. The full mapping of trails
is another vital advance.

But the hard questions still lie before
us. We have not yet defined, or even
fully and publicly discussed, the types of
policies required to insure that increas-
ingly valuable lands along the main stem
of the Potomac and around its tribu-
taries will remain open for public enjoy-~
ment in years to come.

The concept of a comprehensive
Potomac Valley Park is bold, sweeping,
exciting—and vague. It seems clear
that cost alone would prohibit massive
Federal land acquisitions in the valley,
so that federally owned park lands will
be confined to selected acreage and the
central strand of the C. & O. Canal, It
also seems clear that the States cannot
bear the burdens of acquiring all re-
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maining acreage within this park. We
will need full local cooperation in em-
ploving new tools, including scenic ease-
ments and protective zoning, These
techniques cannot be evolved and ac-
cepted without extensive study, without
thorough public discussion, and without
amiable, continuing consultation be-
tween Federal and State officials and the
officials and individuals of counties,
cities, and towns. Pederal efforts to en-
courage discussions—starting now—
would help to prevent crises of commu-
nication later.

Cne difficulty which will become more
and more obtrusive in the near future
is tae dependence of recreational devel-
opment upon the resolution of water
supply and water quality problems. Ob-
viously parks cannot be shaped around
reservoirs until the reservoirs have been
built, nor can swimming, boating, and
fishing areas be completed until water
or suitable quality has been secured.
Water remains the central challenge of
Potomac planning.

In mapping our campaign against
Potomac Basin water pollution, we
should not forget that tactical ques-
tiors, such as the location of dams and
the size of vreatment works, cannot be
answered until strategic problems have
been resolved. The continuing contro-
versies over many basic Issues suggest
thas our definition of strategy may still
be hampered by a lack of knowledge of
the causes of pollution.

Laymen can learn the outlines of Po-
tomac¢ pollution problems—the com-
plexity of rural and urban, chemical and
organic sources—the particular chal-
lenges of sedimentation. But even
skilled engineers and scientists do not
vet, know enough. An intensive basin-
wide research effort should be systemati-
cally pursued, with coordinated efforts
being made by Federal agencies, private
organizations, universities, and industry.

I had hoped that the President, while
recommending expanded water quality
research in his message or: pollution and
conservation, would suggest a model re-
search program specifically for the Po-
tomac Basin.

I had hoped that he would place
greater emphasis on the problems of
sedimentation.

T was disappointed that he did not
emphasize the constrbutions to pollution
research and prevention which can be
made by enlightened industry, and did
not advocate tax Incentives to encourage
industrial construction of adequate waste
treatment works. While the threat of
strong legal action may compel industries
to comply with water quality standards,
I believe that only more positive ap-
proaches will bring business and in-
dusty effectively and beneficially into
the conservation partnership.

Ahove all, I regret that the President
chose not to emphasize the staggering
fingncial investment which must be
mede, on ell levels of government, if any
major rivers—much less all of them—
are to be cleaned up and kept clean.

It may not be possible in this decade
to allocate to water quality control as
mary billions as will have to be spent {f
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the whole job s to be done. It is possible,
however, to make more effective use of
available funds by redistributing the cost
burdens involved. Eliminating unreal-
istic ceilings on Federal participation in
waste treatment projects Is one con-
structive step.  Authorlzing Federal
matching of State contributions, up to
a total Federal investment of perhaps
60 percent of total cost, could also ease
the financial problems of many commu-
nities. Such an advance would also en-
courage substantial State participation
in projects with direct or indirect state-
wide benefits.

Given the lmitations of funds and—
more important—of our knowledge, we
should recognize that comprehensive so-
lurions to pollution problems cannot be
reached, or even drafted, at once. It
seems important, therefore, to develop
realistic interim priorities—to meet the
most urgent needs for increased water
supply, to begin action In those areas
where delay could be most costly, and to
reduce delays in recreational and other
devclopment projects dependent on water
quality and supply improvements. All
these projects should be analyzed and
assessed, and priorities set, not in closed
councils but in open, candid consultation
among Federal and State planners, legis-
lators, administrators, local officials,
and—above all—the people whose lives
will be affecled and whose tax dollars
will support the work.

We all face a tremendous challenge,
tha challenge of shaping our own prog-
ress and employing our own talents to
secure the future of the great region in
which we live. No single plan, no matter
how comprehensive, can be more than a
guide—and we should be sure that the
guidelines which we follow are sound
and clearly understood. At this point,
we should encourage skepticism, criti-
cism and debate. For if it scems that

all our questions have been answered,.

then we have not asked all the right
questions, or have not asked them in all
possible arenas.

Fach of us now has particular respon-
sibilities. The Federal Government,
having assumed formal leadership in
Potomac planning, must exert that lead-
ership In fact. State officials, having
recognized how much they can do in con-
cert. must also recognize how little pub-
lic servants can do without full public
understanding and support. Local offi-
cials, having grasped the need for plan-
ning, must further expand formal and
informal communication among them-
selves and with other levels of govern-
ment. Private organizations must assert
themselves in areas of thelr speclal com-
petence.

Ahove all, residents of the basin must
exercise thelr right to seck information,
to ask questions, and to ask more ques-
tions. And no one should wait for formal
invitations before becoming involved.

The Potomac Basin 1s & mighty
resrion—rich in history, strong in re-
sources, unique in beauty—combining
wilderness and towns, open country and
crowded metropolitan areas. To pre-
serve this basin is & mighty task, requir-
ing a new breadth of insight and & new
depth of cooperation among all who care.
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Some of the controversies which have al-
ready enlivened our plaming will be with
us for a long time—and some should be.
But we should not shrink from creative
conflicts, just as we should not be timid
in seeking agreement, or in acting when
and where informed agreement has been
reached. For we will never have a
greater opportunity than we have this
year, when the Potomac's meaning is in
our hearts and its future is squarely in
our aands.

(Mr. MOORE (at the request of Mrs.
Rerr of Illinois) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorn and to include extraneous
matter.)

[Mr. MOORE'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

(Mr. MOORE (at the request of Mrs.
Re1r of Illinois) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

IMr. MOORE'S rema-ks will appear
hereafter in the Append:x.]

(Mr. BELL (at the request of Mrs.
Rem of Illinois) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

[Mr, BELL'S remarks will appear here-
after in the Appendix.}

(Mrs. DWYER (at the request of Mrs.
Rem of Nlinois) was granted permission
to extend her remarks &t this point in
the Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

[Mrs. DWYER'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.]

ADDITION TO LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was glven
perrrission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to advise the House of an addi-
tion to the program.

Tomorrow H.R. 5147, amending the
Federal Employees’ Health Benefits Act,
will e called up, and it will probably be
the 1irst order of business tomorrow.

Tre SPEAKER. Unfer a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Quiel is recognized for
30 minutes.

[Mr. QUIE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Appendix.]

LIBRARY SERVICES AND CON-
STRUCTION ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1966
The SPEAKER. Under a previous

order of the House, the gentleman from

Hlincls [Mr. Pucinski] Is recognized for

10 minutes.
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